The 
Introduction
The HOPE VI policy of public housing redevelopment is based on the idea that neighborhood environments make an important difference in the opportunities and quality of life of public housing residents. HOPE VI has been in operation since 1993, and the growing body of evidence from evaluations of the program converges on two points: (1) the residents who are displaced from public housing units by redevelopment tend to move to neighborhoods that are much better than the original neighborhoods, based on measures of well-being of residents in the respective census tracts; and, (2) somewhat conversely, the degree of improvement in quality of life reported by the Goetz residents is mixed, being quite modest in most cases and frequently nonexistent. This article is an attempt to grapple with this seeming contradiction. How is it that public housing residents can be relocated to better neighborhoods yet report only modest changes in their own conditions?
Previous studies have focused either on measuring changes-using census data-in the neighborhood environments of people displaced by HOPE VI or on measuring the benefits of relocationusing data from surveys or interviews with public housing families. Even when a study uses both objective census indicators of change and subjective assessments of change provided by residents, the two sets of data are not linked at the individual level (see, for example, Goetz, 2003) . In this study I improve on these approaches by linking objective and subjective measures for families displaced through a HOPE VI redevelopment in Duluth, Minnesota. This design allows for a direct analysis of whether individual benefits are related to the improved neighborhood conditions that displaced families experience.
The HOPE VI Model
The HOPE VI Program is designed to provide a range of benefits to the residents of distressed public housing. These benefits are a central justification for the program (see, for example, Wexler, 2001 ) and thus a major criterion for program success (Epp, 1996) . The program is based on a body of social science work that is generally referred to as the "neighborhood effects" literature (see, for example, Atkinson and Kintrea, 2001; Ellen and Turner, 1997; Jencks and Mayer, 1990) . This literature suggests that neighborhoods shape residents' opportunities in important ways, and that people living in distressed public housing projects suffer from residing in neighborhoods high in crime, low in social capital, lacking economic opportunity, and receiving only low-quality public services.
HOPE VI imposes involuntary displacement and relocation on residents in the short term. People move to neighborhoods that are not burdened by the adverse conditions present in their original public housing project, and eventually can move back to the redeveloped project. Even if they do not return, by dint of having been removed from the adverse environment of distressed public housing, the expectation is that they will receive a range of individual benefits. Families feel safer and thus experience less psychological stress. Family members can get out of their units more frequently and interact with neighbors more regularly, and because their new neighbors are not as uniformly poor as neighbors in the housing project were, residents begin to benefit from the social capital generated by a more differentiated social network. In addition, the hope of the program is that residents will move to neighborhoods that put them in closer proximity to economic opportunities, so that their chances of employment will increase. These short-term benefits (reduced stress, greater feelings of safety and neighborhood satisfaction, and employment) will in time produce the longer term benefits of increased economic self-sufficiency and reduced dependence on social services. In other words, a move out of the projects will be accompanied by a move up the socioeconomic ladder.
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Poverty rates in the new neighborhoods, however, are typically higher than the average for their cities (Boston, 2005; Buron et al., 2002; Fraser et al., 2004; Goetz, 2003) . For example, the Buron et al. (2002) analysis of data from the HOPE VI Resident Tracking Study found that 40 percent of displaced residents who did not return to the rehabilitated HOPE VI development lived in census tracts with poverty rates of less than 20 percent, a substantial improvement. However, another 40 percent lived in high-poverty tracts (those with poverty rates of more than 30 percent). ClampetLundquist (2004) , Johnson-Hart (2007) , and Comey (2007) reported similar findings. In addition, although the original neighborhoods may have higher poverty rates than the new neighborhoods, many of the latter have increasing, rather than decreasing, poverty rates (Goetz, 2003) .
Moreover, improvements in racial integration are not as pronounced for poor families who move as a result of forced relocation. Fischer (2003) reported only "slight improvements" in census-tract racial diversity among relocated people in Chicago, noting that most voucher recipients moved to the highly segregated south and west sides of the city. Less than 2 percent moved to the predominantly White suburbs. The Buron et al. (2002) analysis of the five projects in the Urban Institute HOPE VI Panel Study found only modest improvements in levels of racial diversity in residents' new census tracts.
Finally, evidence suggests significant residential instability among families displaced by public housing redevelopment. Brooks et al. (2005) found that 40 percent of people relocated by HOPE VI who had vouchers to use in the private market moved again within 2 years. Buron, Levy, and Gallagher (2007) reported the same percentage among those relocated with vouchers in five different HOPE VI cities. Studies of subsequent moves under the Gautreaux program found much greater regression to the mean in terms of neighborhood poverty and racial characteristics among those moving within the city (Keels et al., 2005) . Goetz (2003) found that subsequent moves of displaced families tended to be to neighborhoods with higher (and growing) poverty rates and with higher (and growing) levels of racial segregation. Comey (2007) , however, found that residents who have moved multiple times slightly reduce their exposure to neighborhoods with high poverty rates.
Children's School and Social Experiences
Although the most promising result of the Gautreaux program was an increase in children's educational achievement (Kaufman and Rosenbaum, 1992) , achievement among children relocated by HOPE VI has not improved at the same rate. The schools to which children move as a result of HOPE VI are typically racially and economically segregated, in part because many HOPE VI moves are within the same, underperforming urban school systems (Popkin, 2006) . Jacob (2004) , however, found that "even students who did move to substantially better neighborhoods did not end up in significantly better schools" (Jacob, 2004: 235; see also Clampet-Lundquist, 2004 ). Gallagher and Bajaj (2007) reported no major changes in school engagement for children in five HOPE VI Panel Study sites across the country. Jacob (2004) found that children in households relocated due to HOPE VI-like public housing redevelopment show no educational improvements relative to control group members on a range of academic achievement measures. In Minneapolis, Goetz (2003) reported no positive effects on children's schooling-either comparing children before and after the move, or comparing them to control groups-and significant reductions in positive social
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outcomes for children who were involuntarily displaced compared with their situation before the move (Goetz, 2003) .
Employment and Financial Security
The evidence from research consistently indicates that dispersed households do not benefit from relocation in terms of employment, earnings, or overall income. This indication has been true of Gautreaux, Moving to Opportunity (MTO), HOPE VI, and the involuntary displacement that resulted from Hurricane Katrina (Clampet-Lundquist, 2004; Curley, 2006; Goering and Feins, 2003; Goetz, 2002; Levy and Woolley, 2007; Rubinowitz and Rosenbaum, 2000; Turney et al., 2006; Vigdor, 2007) . For those relocated by HOPE VI, the same lack of improvement is evident across the five Urban Institute Panel Study sites, which showed no employment or earnings effects from being moved out of these severely distressed public housing projects (Levy and Woolley, 2007) .
Evidence suggests that the social capital arguments made to support HOPE VI relocation may actually work in reverse: relocation could destroy the useful support networks that lower income families construct to get by. Clampet-Lundquist (2004) reported that, among the relocated people who moved into units subsidized with vouchers, "none … reported having learned of a job opportunity from their new neighbors, nor did they talk to their neighbors about jobs. By contrast, several interviewees reported having found a job through a friend or other local connection while living at (the old public housing site)" (Clampet-Lundquist, 2004: 71) . Barrett, Geisel, and Johnston (2006) found that lack of transportation and childcare were barriers to employment.
Although HOPE VI relocations (and other mobility programs) may resolve the spatial mismatch of jobs and residence for low-income households, this improvement might be less important than other changes, such as reducing deficits in human capital, overcoming family effects (Oreopolous, 2003) and racial and ethnic discrimination in the job market (Carlson and Theodore, 1997; Immergluck, 1998) , or improving health (Levy and Woolley, 2007 ; see the review in Chapple, 2006) . In the end, Levy and Woolley (2007) conclude: "HOPE VI relocation and voluntary supportive services are unlikely to affect employment or address the many factors that keep disadvantaged residents out of the labor force" (Levy and Woolley, 2007: 1) .
These disappointing findings related to employment, along with the increased housing costs that generally accompany relocation from public housing, contribute to greater financial insecurity among people relocated by HOPE VI, according to a number of studies. Barrett, Geisel, and Johnston (2006) found that, of those relocated in Fort Worth, Texas, two-thirds worried about having enough money for food, a large increase over the percentage of concerned residents before the move.
Economic insecurity can be one reason for the residential instability of people displaced from public housing (Barrett, Geisel, and Johnston, 2006; Gibson, 2007; Reed, 2006) . Nationwide, for example, three out of five people who had been relocated and given vouchers by HOPE VI reported difficulties paying rent or utilities within the previous year (Popkin, 2006) . Among displaced public housing residents in Fort Worth, one-half reported that they feared eviction because of their economic insecurity (Barrett, Geisel, and Johnston, 2006) . In Portland, one-third of those displaced by HOPE VI reported hardship making their rent payments, 60 percent reported difficulties paying for utilities, and 17 percent were deemed by the local housing authority to be at risk because of these financial difficulties (Gibson, 2007) . Such outcomes are troublesome in and of themselves, but they are especially worrisome because the HOPE VI Program is intended to improve the economic self-sufficiency of public housing families.
Health and Behavior
Although data on displaced people's health are limited, Popkin's (2006) analysis of interview data from the Urban Institute's HOPE VI Panel Study found that participants faced serious health problems before relocation. More than one-third of the adults reported having a chronic illness or health condition. More than 20 percent of the adults reported having asthma, and the rate of children's asthma was more than three times the national average (Popkin, 2006) . Mental health problems-including depression, stress, fear, and anxiety-were also common and occurred at a rate nearly 50 percent higher than the national average (Popkin, 2006) . Manjarrez, Popkin, and Guernsey (2007) found that these conditions have not improved for people relocated by HOPE VI, despite the passage of time. Three-fourths of the panel study respondents reported no change or a decline in their health. The number of respondents indicating health conditions that required regular, ongoing care increased significantly (Manjarrez, Popkin, and Guernsey, 2007) . The mortality rate for African-American women in the HOPE VI Panel Study is higher than for African-American women in general and in the MTO control group that did not move (Manjarrez, Popkin, and Guernsey, 2007) .
The HOPE VI Panel Study data also show no improvements in overall health for relocated children (Gallagher and Bajaj, 2007) . Boston (2005) , on the other hand, reported greater mortality among a comparison group of public housing residents living in projects that were not renovated than among those displaced by HOPE VI-like redevelopments in Atlanta.
Safety
Studies consistently show that families that move out of neighborhoods of concentrated poverty report an increased sense of safety (see Buron et al., 2002; Goetz, 2003; Popkin and Cove, 2007) . Residents report a significant decline in drug-related activity, a greater personal sense of safety, and improvements in safety for their children. Among people displaced by HOPE VI, those who moved into other public housing reported fewer benefits (Popkin and Cove, 2007) . Interestingly, no statistical correlations exist between these findings and any secondary benefits, such as improved mental or physical health (Popkin and Cove, 2007) . Gibson (2007) reported that 30 percent of displaced households in Portland's Columbia Villa HOPE VI project thought their new neighborhoods were safer, but 18 percent thought they were less safe in their new neighborhoods.
Housing and Neighborhood Characteristics
Most (63 percent) of the people relocated by HOPE VI who participated in the panel study reported their new housing to be in "good" or "excellent" condition (Popkin, 2006: 216) . Brooks et al. (2005) found a similar outcome for those relocated in Atlanta, although families using vouchers reported much higher levels of satisfaction. Goetz (2003) found that former residents of public housing in Minneapolis were more satisfied with the quality of their new housing than were comparison groups, whether they had moved voluntarily or involuntarily. Satisfaction was greater,
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however, among families who had chosen to move, suggesting that people who were involuntarily displaced-particularly those who were hard to house-may have found it challenging to obtain good-quality housing in the private market.
The HOPE VI Resident Tracking Study found that displaced households reported less crime, better housing conditions, and improved neighborhoods when compared with their former residences (Buron et al., 2002; Popkin et al., 2004) . Displaced households do not always view their new neighborhoods in favorable terms, however. People displaced by HOPE VI tend to evaluate their new homes more favorably than the housing projects they left and tend to report fewer neighborhood problems (Comey, 2007) . But this is not always the case: in interviews and focus groups with former residents of a Seattle HOPE VI development, Manzo, Kleit, and Couch (2005) found that 60 percent of the people interviewed thought their former public housing residence was a better place to live than their new neighborhoods.
Social Networks
Research has shown that HOPE VI redevelopments have done little to help displaced families with social integration into their new neighborhoods. In interviews with 41 displaced Philadelphia families conducted 2 years after relocation, Clampet-Lundquist (2004) found that very few households built social ties in their new neighborhoods, regardless of neighborhood poverty levels. Young people in these families were more likely to build friendship networks than the adults were; however, young people were unlikely to view their new neighbors as role models or to interact with adults in their new neighborhoods (Clampet-Lundquist, 2007) . Barrett, Geisel, and Johnston (2006) reported fewer neighboring behaviors (such as talking to a neighbor for more than 10 minutes or watching a neighbor's child) and fewer supportive relationships after a HOPE VI displacement in Fort Worth. Curley (2006) reported similar findings for families in Boston who were displaced by HOPE VI. Such data suggest that the process of forming social networks is complex and may depend on several factors, including attitudes and perceptions of neighbors, whether relocation was voluntary or involuntary, and characteristics of households being displaced. Kleit and Manzo (2006) found that HOPE VI relocations result in objective improvements in neighborhood conditions but may also include "some negative social outcomes" (Kleit and Manzo, 2006: 271) . Place attachment, according to these authors, is important in determining whether residents want to leave the site (see also Vale, 1997) . Those who have lived in public housing the longest are the least willing to move because they regard their particular development as home: they had put down roots and become attached to the community (Kleit and Manzo, 2006; Vale, 1997) . Gibson (2007) found that two-thirds of the residents of the Columbia Villa project in Portland did not want to leave. Even after being forced to move, many residents reminisced about the community and mourned the loss of their neighbors, the open space in the project, and the level of comfort they had felt there. Most did not believe that their new neighborhoods provided as much sense of community as Columbia Villa had; only one-third felt a greater sense of community in their new neighborhood. Goetz (2003) found that relocated people experienced only limited interactions with their neighbors. Families who moved voluntarily-and whose immediate neighbors lived in subsidized, rather than market-rate, housing-reported higher levels of interaction with their neighbors than did families who moved involuntarily. Finally, the Urban Institute's HOPE VI Panel Study data showed a greater level of social isolation for children of displaced families, although the authors suggested that the isolation might be good for the children, because it would protect them from the negative influences of their surroundings (Gallagher and Bajaj, 2007) .
Summary
The findings related to individual benefits from HOPE VI are mixed. No evidence suggests that the program is producing benefits such as increased economic self-sufficiency and access to enhanced social capital. The best outcomes are related to perceptions of safety and of neighborhood quality (as expressed through measures of satisfaction). The next section of the article presents evidence from a single HOPE VI case in Duluth, Minnesota, used to investigate the relationship between neighborhood conditions and individual outcomes.
Harbor View HOPE VI
Duluth is a small city (population 87,000) on the edge of the Iron Range region northeast of Lake Superior. The city's population has shrunk during the past several decades, reflecting a general decline in iron mining. Duluth's major employers are now hospitals and the University of Minnesota. The city's Harbor View public housing project, built in 1951, provided 200 townhouse units in a series of two-story, barracks-style buildings on a 20-acre site north of downtown. In 2003, the Duluth Housing Authority (DHA) received a HOPE VI grant for $20 million to completely demolish the project and build a new, mixed-income development on site. Families were relocated during the demolition and redevelopment.
Data
The research combines information on where families moved with survey data from two points in time, capturing how residents felt about their lives and living conditions before being displaced and then again up to 30 months after displacement. Measures of neighborhood change are generated by comparing the characteristics of new neighborhoods to the characteristics of the original public housing site. Combining the measures of neighborhood change with personal evaluations of the families allows an examination of the relationship between changes in neighborhood conditions (as measured by census-tract data) and changes in residents' perceptions.
In 2003, as part of the intake process to facilitate relocation counseling and to establish needs for community and social services, the DHA interviewed residents in 216 households. The intake interviews included a number of questions related to health, income, employment, neighborhood satisfaction, and social integration. In late 2005, the author mailed surveys to 192 addresses, with 111 questionnaires returned (a 58-percent response rate).
1 The mail survey asked many of the same questions as the interviews, providing data points for before and after the move. Exhibit 1
Better Neighborhoods, Better Outcomes? Explaining Relocation Outcomes in HOPE VI
compares the survey respondents with nonrespondents, based on data collected at the initial interviews in 2003. The groups differ significantly on just one attribute: education. Survey respondents are significantly more likely to have earned a high school diploma than those who did not respond. Survey data show no statistically significant differences in race, gender of the head of household, first language spoken, presence of young children, or whether a family member has a physical or mental disability. In addition, data show no differences in the employment rate in year 1 of the study, in the reported level of satisfaction with the Harbor View neighborhood, or in the reported sense of safety in that original neighborhood.
The neighborhoods to which respondents and nonrespondents moved are largely identical from a statistical standpoint. Exhibit 2 shows census-tract data for nine different social and housing characteristics. The new neighborhoods for respondents and nonrespondents are statistically the same for eight of the nine characteristics. The one difference is that nonrespondents tend to live in neighborhoods with a higher percentage of non-White residents (17.8 and 15.5 percent, respectively). But for a range of other characteristics -employment, median income, poverty, and homeownership-the data show no statistically significant differences across groups. 
* p < .05. (Statistical significance is based on difference-in-means T-tests.) Goetz
The following analysis, which focuses on the change in responses before and after the respondents moved, attempts to determine whether and how these changes are related to changes in neighborhood conditions. Neighborhood conditions were measured for two points in time: premove conditions are defined by the characteristics of the census tract in which all families lived while at the Harbor View site and postmove conditions are defined by the characteristics of the census tracts to which families moved as a result of relocation. For residents who moved more than once since the initial relocation, the analysis uses the characteristics of their neighborhoods at the time of the survey. As with the neighborhood data, change variables (the difference between the respondents' assessment in year 3 of the study and their assessment at intake) were created for all items analyzed.
The following five outcome measures, which come from the survey instruments, are computed as change variables. Appendix A provides details about question wording and the construction of indices. Coding was done so that higher values indicate a positive change in the variable.
Neighborhood satisfaction.
1.
A summary question about the respondent' s overall satisfaction with the neighborhood provided five answer categories. The computed change variable ranges from -4 to +3.
Sense of safety. 2.
A summary question about how safe the respondent feels in the neighborhood provided five answer categories. The computed change variable ranges from -4 to +4.
Neighboring behaviors.
3.
An index of six questions related to the degree to which the respondent engages in neighboring activities or behaviors, such as talking to people in the neighborhood, borrowing things, and providing informal childcare, had six answer categories for each of the six neighboring behaviors. The index was a simple average of responses across the six questions and thus could range from 1 to 6. The Cronbach' s Alpha, testing the reliability of the indices, was 0.746 for the intake interview items and 0.738 for the year-3 survey items. These values exceed the commonly used threshold for the Alpha statistic, suggesting that the items constitute valid indices. The computed change variable ranges from -3.17 to +1.67.
Economic security. 4.
A question about whether the respondent has enough money to pay for basic needs each month (with three answers: "never," "sometimes," and "always") had answers coded so that higher values mean greater economic security. The computed change variable ranges from -3.0 to +1.5.
Employment.

5.
A binary variable taking the value of 1 for respondents who were employed and 0 otherwise had a computed change variable that ranges from -1 to +1.
From the census-tract data, the analysis uses the following nine items:
1. Percent of the population that is non-White.
2. Percent of the population that is African American.
3. Percent of the households headed by a woman.
4. Percent of the labor force employed.
Median family income.
6. Percent of the population receiving public assistance.
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7. Percent of the population below the poverty level.
8. Percent of residences that are owner occupied.
9. Median value of owner-occupied housing.
Change variables were computed for each of the nine census measures by subtracting the value for the new neighborhood from the value of the Harbor View neighborhood. Thus, if a resident moved into a neighborhood with more poverty, the change variable would register a positive number.
Findings
Neighborhood-Level Outcomes
The relocation of families from the Harbor View site took place between April 2003 and August 2004. Most of the families remained in a central city neighborhood: 77 percent stayed in Duluth's inner city and another 7 percent moved to the inner cities of Minneapolis or St. Paul. Most of the relocated families moved to neighborhoods with significantly lower levels of distress than their original public housing neighborhood (exhibit 3). Unemployment in the new neighborhoods was around 8 percent compared with 12 percent for the Harbor View neighborhood. Poverty rates in the new neighborhoods were roughly one-half that in the original neighborhood, median incomes were almost twice as high, homeownership rates were significantly greater, and the percentage of the population on public assistance was less than one-half (9.6 percent instead of 28 percent).
These findings are similar to those reported in other studies of HOPE VI: families typically remain in the central city, and relocation from HOPE VI sites seems invariably to result in moves to better neighborhoods, as measured by census-tract indicators. The reasons for such consistent outcomes are not a mystery. Most HOPE VI sites are located in what had been the most disadvantaged neighborhoods of their respective cities. The public housing projects subject to the redevelopment were concentrations of poverty in and of themselves, and typically the immediately surrounding communities have similar socioeconomic profiles. Thus, almost by definition, moving out of such neighborhoods means moving to neighborhoods with fewer indicators of economic distress. 
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One in five families (21 percent) had moved more than once by the time of the survey, in year 3 of the study. Multiple-movers live in neighborhoods that are statistically similar to single-movers' neighborhoods, with one exception: multiple-movers' neighborhoods have a significantly lower median income ($27,140 compared with $31,745). Although the two types of neighborhoods have slight differences in poverty, homeownership, and percentage of residents on public assistance (all of which indicate that multiple-movers are in neighborhoods with slightly higher levels of distress), these differences do not reach statistical significance.
Individual-Level Outcomes
Exhibit 4 describes the changes that residents reported before and after relocation. The first row of figures indicates that 35 percent reported less neighborhood satisfaction, 40 percent reported the same degree of satisfaction, and 25 percent reported more satisfaction. The difference between the two time points was not statistically significant (either as a difference in mean response or by Wilcoxon Signed Rank test).
On the other hand, statistically significant numbers of respondents reported fewer neighboring behaviors after moving (57 percent engaged in fewer behaviors, 37 percent in more, and 6 percent in the same). This outcome may be a result of the families' having only recently moved into their new neighborhoods, although other research has indicated that length of time in the new neighborhood was not related to the frequency of neighboring behaviors among relocated people (Goetz, 2003) . Residents also reported significantly less economic security after the move, indicating that they more frequently lack enough money to buy basics or more frequently make use of local food banks. The data also show a higher rate of families with health problems after relocation.
Either these health problems are unrelated to environmental conditions (and are thus coincidental to relocation) or the relocation process or the new neighborhood environment is producing negative health outcomes. On the positive side, respondents felt significantly safer in their new neighborhoods: 44 percent felt safer, 22 percent felt less safe, and 34 percent were unchanged. No data suggested a significant difference in employment rates. On the whole, these outcomes are largely negative. Only in their sense of safety did Harbor View families report an improvement after moving. The other five measures showed no change or showed negative outcomes.
Taken together, the findings in exhibits 3 and 4 mirror the outcomes seen in many studies of families involuntarily displaced by HOPE VI. Families in the Duluth HOPE VI project seem to have moved to better neighborhoods by the objective indicators available from the census (exhibit 3), 
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yet they reported little to no improvement on a range of subjective individual-level measures (exhibit 4).
The lack of benefits for the sample as a whole, however, may mask patterns of benefits to certain subpopulations. Some relocated people do report benefits, although the number doing so varies from measure to measure. If the same respondents are reporting benefits across different measures, it might be possible to identify subpopulations for which HOPE VI relocation works well. Bivariate correlations among the outcome measures indicate the degree to which respondents who report change (one way or the other) on one item are more likely to report similar change on other items. A look at the correlation matrix for change in individual outcomes indicates that little overlap exists between these outcomes (exhibit 5). Change in economic security is positively correlated with change in employment but is statistically unrelated to all other changes measured. An increased sense of safety is correlated with a higher level of neighborhood satisfaction but is unrelated to changes in neighboring behaviors and employment. Changes in neighboring behaviors are not correlated with any other individual-level variables examined.
These patterns suggest that the individual changes reported by residents displaced from Harbor View are not cumulative. Those who report a positive change in one area, in general, are not more likely to report positive changes in other areas. Thus, it is not the case that some residents report uniformly rosier outcomes, while others consistently report worse outcomes. These findings suggest that models that explain one set of outcomes may not explain others.
Exhibit 5
Economic Security
Sense of Safety Neighboring Behaviors
Neighborhood Satisfaction
Intercorrelation of Individual-Level Outcomes 
Linking Better Neighborhoods and Better Individual Outcomes
To examine more closely the link between neighborhood outcomes and individual outcomes, the analysis tested the hypothesis that the degree of neighborhood change is related to the degree of individual-level change. Bivariate correlations were calculated for each of the six individual outcome variables and each of nine measures of neighborhood change described earlier. Of the 54 bivariate correlations produced, only 4 achieved statistical significance (data not shown), and all 4 were related to changes in the racial characteristics of the neighborhood (both an increase in non-White population and an increase in African-American population were correlated with decreases in economic security and employment). At the bivariate level, it seems, changes in the objective conditions of the neighborhoods were largely unrelated to the changes that people relocated by HOPE VI reported in their own lives.
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It is possible, however, that when multiple dimensions of neighborhood change are considered, better outcomes might occur. Thus, an index of neighborhood change was created, using changes in poverty, racial composition, and housing market value. Displaced people were then divided into two groups, with those who experienced the greatest change on all three dimensions put into one group and everyone else put in the other group. Respondents reporting a reduction of more than 20 percentage points in the non-White population of their neighborhood (41 percent of the sample) and a reduction of more than 30 percentage points in poverty (40 percent of the sample) and an increase of more than $10,000 in median housing value (30 percent of the sample) were classified as having had significant change in neighborhood. This categorization classified 21 respondents (19 percent of the sample) as having experienced the greatest neighborhood change on all three dimensions. These 21 people reported individual outcomes that were not statistically different than the rest of the sample for all five outcome measures examined (data not shown). Thus, even a combination of different types of neighborhood change is unrelated to individual outcomes.
If neighborhood change is not related to individual outcomes, what is?
The literature suggests a range of individual-level attributes may influence the relocation experience. Senior citizens may be more adversely affected by being forced to move away from their long-time community, and residents for whom English is not a first language may also experience more difficulties in a relocation process (Kleit and Manzo, 2006) . Other characteristics, such as household size, gender, marital status, the presence of small children in the family, education level, and, of course, race, may have important effects on how HOPE VI families fare during relocation.
Attachment to the original neighborhood (and thus a person's willingness to move) may color a person's perceptions of the new neighborhood. Respondents who felt a close attachment to the old neighborhood may resent being forced to move. These respondents may report worse outcomes than those for whom HOPE VI provided the opportunity to leave a neighborhood they wanted to escape.
The following multivariate analysis tests each of these propositions. Regression models were run for each of the six individual change variables. Equation 1, which is estimated using a linear ordinary least squares (OLS) model, was rerun for three additional dependent variables: changes in sense of safety, neighboring behaviors, and economic security.
where Y equals the respondent's change in neighborhood satisfaction, NBHDCH is a vector of neighborhood change measures, IND is a vector of individual attributes, and ATTACH is the respondent's lack of desire to have moved from Harbor View. 
where EMPLOY3 equals the respondent's employment status at the time of the year-3 survey (a binary variable taking the value of 1 if the respondent is employed and 0 otherwise), and EMPLOY1 is the employment status at the time of the intake interview (coded in the same manner as the previous variable). Neighborhood attachment ATTACHMENT Equals 1 if the respondent answered yes to the survey question: "Before you found out that Harbor View was going to be torn down, did you want to move out?"; equals 2 if the respondent answered not sure and 3 if the respondent answered no.
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Goetz The mix of individual-level variables for any given dependent variable was determined so as to maximize the explanatory power of the equation (that is, to produce the highest adjusted r-squared). In some cases, the analysis uses alternative measures of the same concept. For example, with education, the data were collected in ordinal categories. Two alternative dummy variables were created: one variable differentiated those with at least a high school diploma from those without and a second differentiated those with any education beyond high school from those without.
Family characteristics, such as the number of small children and a dummy variable indicating whether any member has a physical or mental disability, are included. The age of the head of household is measured in years and also as a dummy variable separating seniors (aged 55 or older) from the rest. Race/ethnicity is measured as a series of dummy variables for the categories of Asian, African American, Native American, and Hispanic. When these variables are used in the multivariate analysis, the excluded group is White non-Hispanics. Alternatively, another dummy variable is computed to differentiate White non-Hispanics from all other groups. The respondent's potential support network is measured by a variable indicating the number of close friends and family members living in the same neighborhood. Gender is measured by a dummy variable, taking the value of 1 for a male head of household. The employment status of the head of household at year 1 (coded as a dummy variable) is also included as a control variable.
2
Exhibit 7 presents the findings for OLS regressions with changes in neighborhood satisfaction, sense of safety, neighboring behaviors, and economic security as dependent variables. Neighborhood change variables are unrelated to the change in the first three dependent variables-respondents' neighborhood satisfaction, sense of safety, and neighboring behaviors. Economic security, however, is negatively related to a move to a neighborhood with more White residents. This finding could be capturing the higher cost of living, including higher rents, in White neighborhoods. In any case, the relationship is the opposite of what program advocates hope for; that is, relocation to neighborhoods with a smaller proportion of non-Whites may reduce economic self-sufficiency. A number of individual-level variables are significantly related to the dependent variables. The age of the head of household is important in all the models. Younger heads of households show greater improvement in neighborhood satisfaction, sense of safety, and economic security (at the more marginal p < .10 level) than do older heads. Seniors are much more likely to increase their neighboring behaviors after relocation than are younger families. Families with fewer young children also report more positive change in neighborhood satisfaction and sense of safety than those with more young children. Respondents with a high school diploma or more education report more neighboring behaviors and less economic insecurity after relocation than do those who lack a high school education. Asian respondents, most of whom are recent Hmong immigrants to the United States, report a significantly greater reduction in neighborhood satisfaction and sense of safety than do Whites. African-American respondents also report less improvement in neighborhood satisfac- .00
.428
.00
.957
.474
. Goetz tion than Whites. Families in which someone has a physical or mental disability show a significant improvement in economic security after the move compared with other families. This relative improvement seems counterintuitive but may reflect a greater level of income stability for families receiving disability assistance.
The last variable added to the model is the attachment of the family to the Harbor View neighborhood. This variable is extremely important to an increase in both neighborhood satisfaction and sense of safety. Families that wanted to move report significant positive changes in safety and satisfaction compared with those that did not want to move. Those more attached to the Harbor View development reported significantly less change in satisfaction and sense of safety. Neighborhood attachment, however, is unrelated to changes in neighboring behaviors and economic security.
The logistic model largely repeats the findings of the OLS analysis (exhibit 8). Employment at year 3 is unrelated to the degree of neighborhood change in race, poverty, or housing value. Having been employed in year 1 is the most important determinant of employment at year 3, but age and family health are also statistically significant. In this case, older respondents and those who report no health problems among family members are more likely to have improved their employment status. 
Summary and Implications
These findings are based on a single case study and cannot be generalized to all HOPE VI sites. Nevertheless, many of the attitudes and outcomes reported by residents in Duluth are consistent with those reported in other locations. Relocation outcomes and neighborhood change among displaced families in Duluth, for example, mirror the national pattern: most families remained in the central city and moved to neighborhoods that exhibited significantly less disadvantage on a range of measures based on census-tract data. Also mirroring national trends, the Duluth families reported very little overall improvement on a range of individual-level outcomes. Thus, the Duluth case offers the potential for understanding why self-reported individual benefits from the HOPE VI Program have been so limited for displaced households.
One explanation for these findings is that, because neighborhood benefits are not a linear phenomenon, relocated people must experience a certain threshold of change before reporting short-term benefits. It might be the case that HOPE VI does not move families to neighborhoods that are good enough to generate benefits. This explanation is suggested by the findings here and elsewhere showing that, although HOPE VI families' new neighborhoods are better than their original ones, the new areas are nevertheless high in conditions such as poverty, unemployment, and racial segregation compared with local averages. One form of the threshold hypothesis was tested in this study, but it was found that residents who had experienced the greatest degree of change across three different dimensions-racial segregation, poverty, and housing market value-did not differ from others in the extent to which they reported individual-level benefits.
A second explanation for the lack of relationship between objective improvements in neighborhood environment and subjective assessments of individual benefits is that individual attributes play a more central role in determining how and whether families benefit from displacement and relocation. The Duluth case supports this explanation. The age of the head of household and the presence of young children are consistently important predictors of the benefits from relocation that respondents report. Race, health, and the education level of the head of household are also important predictors of the individual benefits examined in this analysis. By contrast, the indicators of neighborhood change as measured by census-tract data are statistically insignificant in virtually all cases.
This analysis provides empirical support for a third explanation of why objective measures of neighborhood change are unrelated to individual benefits among relocated families. The attachment to place as measured by the willingness of the families to move away from the original public housing site was significantly related to improvements in neighborhood satisfaction and perceptions of safety. Respondents who expressed a desire and readiness to move away from the public housing site experienced greater benefits from relocation than those who did not wish to move. This finding is an extension of previous evidence that those participating in voluntary programs of dispersal report greater benefits than those who are involuntarily displaced (Goetz 2003) . The Duluth findings show that even among those who were involuntarily displaced, some families are ready and willing to move, and that these families report the most benefits from relocation. In Duluth and elsewhere (see, for example, Gibson, 2007; Goetz, 2003; Kleit and Manzo, 2006; Vale 1997) , however, the number of people who do not wish to move is very sizable (more than Goetz one-half of the people who were relocated in most cases in which researchers have collected that information).
The preceding analysis contains two additional findings that are instructive for a more general assessment of the policy of dispersion. First, individual-level outcomes from relocation tend not to be consistent across a range of measures. That is, relocated people who show positive change on one type of outcome do not necessarily show the same magnitude of change on other outcomes. Equally, negative outcomes in some areas do not imply a negative experience across the entire spectrum of outcomes. This finding suggests a need to refine the logic of the HOPE VI model by, at the very least, differentiating between the presumed individual-level benefits and the processes that are presumed to bring them about.
Second, this analysis of HOPE VI outcomes in Duluth directly relates the degree of neighborhood change to the degree of individual changes reported by residents. The findings confirm evidence from other studies indicating that neighborhood change is largely unrelated to the individual-level benefits. The Duluth case found no relationship between any measures of neighborhood changeeven indices that compounded positive changes across three dimensions of change-and several measures of individual outcomes. The one exception was a finding that ran counter to the dispersal hypothesis: a move to neighborhoods inhabited by more Whites was associated with a decline in economic security among relocated people.
As argued previously, these findings invite a systematic deconstruction of theoretical linkages so as to provide a more realistic assessment of changes from involuntary relocation in a HOPE VI project. Among the range of possible outcomes from relocation, for example, previous studies (although not this one) seem to indicate that perceptual changes, such as feelings of greater safety and perceptions of greater social order, can be influenced by a change in neighborhood. On matters related to actual behavioral change, to the achievement of goals such as employment and self-sufficiency, and to improvement in physical conditions such as health, environmental change alone is unlikely to produce consistently positive results. As Levy and Woolley (2007) argue in relation to employment outcomes and as Clampet-Lundquist (2007) argues in the context of social networks, the policy assumptions and program interventions of HOPE VI probably underestimate the complexity of the social and economic changes they aim to induce.
Changes in employment, income, health, and social interactions involve systems that are complex and not fully determined by environment. Perhaps the most obvious is employment and related indicators such as income and economic self-sufficiency. These and other outcomes are likely to be influenced by a mix of systems operating at different scales. Varying factors-such as the availability of appropriate jobs in a metropolitan area, traditions of urban segregation by class and race that vary by region, the willingness of employers to hire, individual attributes such as adequate training and education, and the variable social interactions involved in the job search, the interview, and the hire-play different roles in determining economic outcomes for poor and minority households. Similarly complex systems could be described to help explain the development of social networks and neighboring behaviors that vary by race and income.
Thus, a reevaluation of the dispersal hypothesis requires a more explicit set of theoretical connections between neighborhood change and specific individual-level outcomes. Indeed, one step
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would be to identify those areas in which positive change may reasonably be expected and those that involve larger systems that may be more resistant to such a simplified and problematic stimulus for change such as forced relocation.
Of significance, the degree of neighborhood change was unrelated to feelings of greater safety and neighborhood satisfaction among relocated people in Duluth. Instead, the most prominent factor associated with these outcomes was the desire to move away from the Harbor View site. This finding is important for two reasons. First, it locates the origin of attitudinal change in residents' evaluation of their original neighborhood. If residents found the existing environment wanting and desired to move away, they were likely to experience the short-term perceptual benefits hypothesized by the program model. At the same time, if this finding is replicated elsewhere, it suggests that the HOPE VI model of involuntary displacement will probably not produce consistent benefits for a substantial number of relocated families. Among the residents in many public housing redevelopment projects, a substantial portion does not wish to move. In Duluth, for example, onehalf of the residents did not want to move; in Portland, two-thirds did not want to leave (Gibson, 2007) . Thus, voluntary relocation programs might be a more appropriate approach for achieving outcomes such as a greater sense of safety and a higher level of neighborhood satisfaction.
For families involuntarily displaced from their homes, the questions of safety and neighborhood satisfaction may be more dependent on the families' networks of social support. To the extent that forced displacement disrupts those informal webs of support, HOPE VI may engender resentment among the displaced and fail to produce the outcomes desired by the program's architects.
